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1 
Introduction 
 
College is a necessity; no longer an optional progression of education taken by a few 
seeking to improve his or her status in life. In conjunction with the increased need for a college 
education, the “echo boom,” the children of baby boomers, are reaching college age at record 
numbers. The largest class of graduating seniors in United States history will graduate in 2009 
(Wright 2004). Furthermore, an additional 5.3 million students will matriculate by 2010, which 
contrasts with a total college and university enrollment of 12.2 million in 1985 (Wright 2004).  
Forced to respond to the increased demand, colleges are seeking alternative solutions for 
the provision of academic, residential, and office space. Additionally, colleges are greatly 
expanding their land holdings to accommodate future growth. It is imperative for educational 
institutions to form partnerships with communities and thus achieve quality growth that will not 
only benefit the college or university, but also will benefit the community’s existing and 
potential residents. 
Through the use of two case studies, this paper will examine how colleges and 
universities undertake redevelopment projects. What motivates schools to expand through 
property acquisition and development? Are redevelopment projects purely self-motivated or do 
colleges and universities seek to benefit the surrounding neighborhoods and communities with 
development projects? How is development conducted and how are deals structured? Is there a 
difference in how private and public schools enter into the development process? Finally, I will 
address the funding of the development deals. From the case studies I will generate a set of 
recommendations for future college and university development projects. 
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Literature Review 
Collegiate Trends 
 Due to current record enrollments and expected enrollment growth, higher education 
institutions are experiencing increased demand on school services such as housing. Today’s 
students, however, when choosing colleges focus not only on which school provides the best 
education, but also the best overall experience. This compels universities to develop and improve 
auxiliary services such as housing, recreational offerings, and food services. This “package 
shopping” approach to college matriculation is now expected by both college admissions offices 
and prospective students and is sure to only continue to become more of a concern as the 
competition for the best students grows more fierce each year. Though improving the quality of 
life at a university, auxiliary services seldom provide sufficient income to fully support their 
operation; additionally, such services require money to be shifted from other more essential 
programs (Macintyre 2003).  
 On-campus provision of housing has changed significantly over the last fifty years. The 
demand for larger rooms and single rooms in response to expectations of students for increased 
privacy and their desire for a living situation similar to that of the student’s home influences 
modern student housing design. To further complicate the shortage of quality student housing, 
according to Altschuler and Kramick in Macintyre, there exists a direct relationship between 
“stable accommodations and relative success in studies” (2003). Therefore schools have two 
competing forces that are working against each other financially: high demand for quality 
housing and the primary mission of educating students. How does one reconcile the inherent 
differences in this duality of goals? Mixed-use developments integrating institutional academic, 
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housing, and office space with space for commercial entities through partnerships with private 
developers and the surrounding community are one answer to this question. 
Community Perspectives 
 Most of the recent higher education literature focuses on the enormous economic impact 
of universities on their communities. Amirkhanian and Habiby compare universities to corporate 
headquarters by elucidating that, historically, a city’s success was partially measured by the 
number of headquarters based in that particular city. However, the modern economy causes this 
to be a tenuous measure because headquarters and jobs continuously shift throughout the country 
and the world. Universities, conversely, almost never uproot and provide a solid foundation on 
which to base community revitalization (2003).  
 According to the 2002 joint report produced by the Initiative for a Competitive Inner City 
and CEOs for Cities, “Leveraging Colleges and Universities for Urban Economic Revitalization: 
An Action Agenda,” universities spend approximately $136 billion annually on salaries, goods, 
and services. Furthermore, urban universities own more than $100 billion in real estate assets to 
which millions of dollars are added annually due to new construction, renovation, and purchases 
all the while increasing property values in their communities. Finally and importantly, urban 
universities employ two million workers in the United States, most of who are classified as low-
skilled administration and maintenance employees—a stable a stable employment base for 
surrounding communities (2002).  
The Economics 
 As student enrollments increase and money for capital improvements decreases, demand 
for quality housing inevitably increases. As a result of this inverse relationship, the private sector 
has begun to fully embrace student-specific housing as a viable target market for new residential 
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construction. According to Wright almost $500 million has been invested in private student 
housing developments annually from the late 1990s to the present. Much like the new university 
model of service provision, private developers must stay competitive by offering luxury amenity 
packages that include swimming pools, exercise facilities, computer labs, or sport courts, for 
example. Given that the student housing market will continue to be a strong real estate 
opportunity, how can universities and communities capitalize on new residential construction to 
benefit a population larger than the student body?  
 It is a complex question; however, I do have several hypotheses to ameliorate the 
financial burden on institutions of higher education. Foremost, universities, through their master 
planning processes, should carefully and deliberately consider surrounding neighborhoods, as 
well as the larger community and local government at large. A long range, visionary master plan 
may push a school to acquire adjacent or proximate land. Through land banking, the university 
gains direct control over future construction and development. Relating this to the private 
housing market, student apartment developers highly value geographical proximity to the college 
or university. By forcing developers to work with the university as partners rather than as 
competitors, a stronger, more unified community results by requiring the inclusion and 
development of mixed-income and mixed-use units. A second option relies on the university’s 
desire to attract quality students through innovative and unique academic and service provisions. 
The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Community Outreach Partnership Center 
program provides grants to schools for use in providing social services to surrounding 
neighborhoods.  
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Research Methods  
 
For this project I conducted two qualitative case studies focusing on university-initiated 
redevelopment of land adjacent to their campuses. Due to organizational and political differences 
I contrasted the development processes between private and public schools. The subjects for the 
case studies are University Park at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (University Park) 
and Technology Square at the Georgia Institute of Technology (Technology Square). I selected 
Technology Square due to my familiarity with the project after graduating from Georgia Tech. 
Selecting the private school project proved to be more difficult due to the large number of 
universities engaged in such projects, including Harvard University’s Alston, MA land 
acquisitions for campus expansion and Yale University’s community development initiatives. 
However, University Park became the obvious choice upon learning that the development won a 
2004 Urban Land Institute (ULI) Award for Excellence. This proved fortuitous because 
Technology Square also won the award in 2004, thereby increasing validity of the cases due to 
the characterization of both projects as successfully completed developments. 
Both case studies began with general internet research: I read the schools’ websites and 
project descriptions. After learning the basic development details of the projects I contacted the 
primary participants—Forest City Enterprises Boston for University Park and the Georgia Tech 
Foundation for Technology Square—via e-mail and finally through telephone interviews to gain 
a more detailed understanding of the projects. I asked a combination of open- and closed-ended 
questions to develop a sense of project conception, evolution, and completion. The interviews 
lasted between 25 and 45 minutes each and proved invaluable as a research tool. Prior to the 
interviews, I sent the participants the questionnaires found in Appendix B to use as a reference in 
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preparation for the interview. Both interview participants freely shared their knowledge and 
project experience and were very helpful in constructing the case studies.  
 I approached project evaluation from an objective standpoint. While I will describe the 
architecture and urban design characteristics of the projects, I will not critique the success or 
failure of the designs. The focus of this paper will remain on the motivations, deal structures, and 
development processes. Through the case studies, I will present a chronological description of 
the developments and will reserve analysis for the recommendations.  
University Park at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
MIT History 
 Incorporated in Boston in 1861, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology was formed 
by William Barton Rogers to teach scientific principles and theoretical thought. Classes were 
originally held in downtown Boston beginning in 1865 and the current campus in Cambridge 
was opened in 1916. MIT’s growth and expansion has always been linked to its ability to be a 
leader in engineering and the sciences; the conception of University Park was no different. A 
study conducted in the early 1990s by the Bank of Boston revealed that MIT-related companies, 
if combined, would equal the eighth largest economy in the world. Given this economic strength, 
MIT desired to have a site where companies dependant on Institute-sponsored research could 
grow. The idea for University Park was born. 
Project Description 
 University Park at MIT, a $500 million, 27 acre redevelopment consisting of 2.3 million 
square feet of office, research, residential, hotel, and retail space, is located three blocks north of 
MIT’s main Cambridge campus. MIT and Forest City Enterprises built University Park to 
provide local research and development facilities for companies growing out of the Institute, to 
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provide income for the MIT endowment, and serve as a buffer and link to the Cambridgeport 
neighborhood. University Park is bordered on the east by Massachusetts Avenue, on the north by 
Brookline Street, on the south by Landsdowne Street, and on the west by Pacific Street. Located 
on the site of the former Simplex Wire and Cable Company manufacturing facility, University 
Park’s ideal location allows the development to act as a boundary and a link between the main 
campus and the neighboring Cambridgeport community. 
 University Park offers a unique mix of new construction and adaptive reuse of historic 
factory and warehouse buildings. University Park has over 700 non-student apartment units 
including 200 affordable and moderate-income units. The former F.A. Kennedy Steam Bakery, 
the home of the Fig Newton, was converted into loft apartments. The 1.3 million square feet of 
office and biotech research buildings were over-engineered mechanically and structurally and 
designed to facilitate flexibility and rapid change in technology and building use. The Hotel at 
MIT fully integrates technology throughout 
the guest rooms by providing video gaming 
systems in addition to multiple data and 
voice lines. University Park also features a 
grocery store and other convenience retail 
outlets for the residential and office 
occupants. Finally, University Park 
integrates three acres of green space 
throughout the project in four parks and 
courtyards. 
Figure 1 - University Park at MIT Master Plan 
Source: Forest City Enterprises (Edited: Brian Oxford) 
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Project Inception 
 In 1969 the family owned Simplex Wire and Cable Company was sold and moved to 
Maine as it was determined by the purchaser that manufacturing was no longer feasible in 
Cambridge. Seen as an opportunity to acquire several large parcels of land near campus and 
replicate the previous redevelopment success of MIT’s Technology Square project, the Simplex 
sites were purchased in the spring of 1970 by MIT. It is impossible to exaggerate the importance 
of town-gown relations during the initial planning stages. During that time, both MIT and 
Harvard were viewed in an overwhelmingly negative context due to their size and influence in 
Cambridge. From the outset, MIT made it clear that it had no plans to expand the campus to 
University Park and that any development would benefit the community by providing new 
housing and jobs. Although forthcoming with initial ideas for the site and its benefits to the city 
and the adjacent blue-collar Cambridgeport neighborhood, University Park would have to deal 
with community protests, which will be discussed later, throughout its development process 
(Simha 2001). 
Following acquisition, MIT convened a panel of faculty members to review proposals for 
the site. In June of 1970 the committee recommended construction of 1,200 housing units in 
addition to commercial and office space because of the neighborhood’s desire to increase 
housing affordability and improve the local economy. However, the project was halted in the fall 
of 1970 due to the national recession. The stalling of the development proved fortuitous for the 
community. Desiring a different master plan and site uses, a group of former MIT students 
formed the Cambridgeport Alliance’s Simplex Steering Committee. The committee proposed 
unique uses for the site including “new industrial activities, hydroponic gardens, and more 
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affordable housing” (Simha). A cross-town truck route that would travel through the site was 
proposed in 1974—another hurdle in University Park development. 
Over the next five years, MIT continued to lease the Simplex site to small local 
businesses as the economy recovered. In 1979 Polaroid approached MIT about building a 
research and development facility and national headquarters at University Park; however, they 
revoked the offer two years later. After twelve years of intermittent efforts to develop the land, 
MIT issued a request for proposals for master development of the site with two requirements: the 
development must earn a strong return on investment for the endowment and must provide a 
buffer and link to Cambridgeport. In 1983, the committee selected Cleveland-based Forest City 
Enterprises as project developer based on its plan to create a mixed-use redevelopment. 
Following Forest City’s selection, the City of Cambridge appointed a Blue Ribbon 
Committee (BLC) to study the site and propose a development strategy to meet the goals of 
maintaining and improving the tax base, impose the least cost to the city, create jobs, and provide 
affordable housing (University Park Presentation). Over the next few years Forest City 
rehabilitated existing structures and leased the first, 26 Landsdowne Street, in 1986. The BLC 
presented their plan in 1987, and it primarily focused on the inclusion of 300 mixed-income 
housing units; a recommendation that would later be used in the development agreement for 
University Park. The community again protested under the leadership of the Simplex Steering 
Committee by constructing a tent city and demanding more affordable and moderate-income 
apartment units. After a month of protests, the tent city was finally dismantled by order of the 
MIT Campus Police (Simha). Finally, in January 1989 the City of Cambridge approved the 
University Park development and Forest City was able to proceed.  
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Development Process 
  The development of University Park relied on essentially a tripartite agreement between 
MIT, Forest City, and the City of Cambridge. Upon acceptance of Forest City as the developer, 
MIT entered into a development contract that provided a twenty year window for Forest City to 
develop University Park. MIT retained ownership of the site through 75-year, individual ground 
leases with Forest City for the Simplex parcels. The structure of the leases is advantageous to 
MIT in that there is a guaranteed annual payment based on MIT’s basis in the individual parcel, 
as well as a basic percentage of rent tied to cash flows from the properties that includes 
escalation based on the consumer price index. Upon the expiration of the ground leases the 
property will revert to MIT. Forest City benefited from the negotiated agreement with MIT that 
did not enforce a scheduled take down of the land. The terms of the deal required Forest City to 
take down the first parcel within five years, but after that first parcel, there was no schedule for 
take down. Forest City was able to achieve this agreement through option payments to MIT. This 
deal structure allowed Forest City to weather the cyclicality of the real estate markets and the 
economy.  
 The City of Cambridge played a large role in the University Park project, primarily as a 
partner in reducing risk to Forest City. As with any phased development, risk increases over time 
due to political and economic uncertainty. Realizing that town-gown relations were historically 
strained in Cambridge and that large community opposition to the redevelopment plans existed, 
Forest City pursued a development agreement with the City of Cambridge to prevent future 
disagreement. Multiple development agreements were signed between the three parties 
concerning infrastructure and road construction, zoning, design, and housing requirements. 
Without the contractual development agreements, Forest City would have experienced great risk 
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if each parcel would have had to undergo review as it came time to develop. Furthermore, the 
development agreements require all three parties to agree on changes and thus encourage 
collaboration and are very binding. 
Outcome 
University Park has an almost 40 year history beginning with MIT's acquisition of the 
site in 1969 to Forest City's build out and completion in 2005. Sentiment toward the project 
wavered from negative to positive throughout the course of construction, but now MIT, Forest 
City, and the City of Cambridge have come to consider the project a success due to its function 
as an economic development engine in the community. Although owned by MIT, University 
Park's status as non-academic facilities allows it to remain on the city's tax roles and generates 
over $11 million in tax revenues annually. The city benefits also from the development 
agreements. In 2000, the city revised its zoning and design standards using the lessons learned 
from University Park and many of the development agreements to incorporate urban and mixed-
use characteristics into the ordinances. According to Forest City, University Park has greatly 
influenced future urban, mixed-use projects that they [Forest City] have undertaken throughout 
the country.  
Peter Calkins, Senior Vice President and Chief Development Officer of Forest City’s 
Boston office, suggests that a long term view is imperative for success; without a long term 
vision it becomes difficult to see the big picture when dealing with individual components of the 
project. Being well-capitalized is also important because development requires more money and 
more time than anticipated before cash flow from the properties is received. Calkins also 
emphasized that not having a schedule for land take downs was of primary importance because it 
allowed Forest City to act rationally and not contractually in decision making. Finally, the idea 
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of a “critical mass” is imperative for an urban, mixed-use project. As University Park began 
development it took a long time for the community to understand how everything would 
eventually come together. The final pieces of the puzzle for creating the critical mass were the 
Hotel at MIT and the central commons: upon completion of those pieces, University Park finally 
had a sense of place. 
Technology Square – Georgia Institute of Technology 
Georgia Tech History 
 The City of Atlanta has historically been the center of commerce in the South. Originally 
named Terminus due to its location at the end of the railroad, Atlanta served as the primary 
Southern center of commerce and industry following the Civil War. As the South began to 
industrialize during Reconstruction, the Georgia legislature realized that the state lacked 
engineering and scientific expertise. In 1885, the House and Senate approved a bill supporting 
the creation of an engineering school modeled on the practical education curriculum of the 
Worchester Free Institute in Massachusetts. On October 5, 1888 the Georgia School of 
Technology officially began classes in mechanical engineering with required shop class 
attendance (Ramblin’ Wreck Club).  
 The original four acre campus, located on land that was once on the northern outskirts of 
the city, has now expanded to 400 acres prominently located in Midtown Atlanta. As Georgia 
Tech increased enrollment and programs of study, new classroom, dormitory, and recreation 
space became necessary. During the 1960s, Georgia Tech was the recipient of two Urban 
Renewal grants used to purchase single-family home neighborhoods to the west and northwest of 
the original campus for expansion. Now known as West Campus, this area houses the 1996 
Summer Olympic Village, classroom and research buildings, the student health center, and a 
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state-of-the-art natatorium and recreation complex. Today, Georgia Tech continues expanding 
educational and research opportunities, renovating existing structures, and constructing new 
buildings. As a result of increased prominence in the academic, business, and scientific 
communities, Georgia Tech recognized the need for new buildings to accommodate the 
Institute’s growth and evolving mission. Out of this desire, Technology Square emerged. 
Project Description 
 Technology Square, located on Fifth Street on the east side of the I-75/85 Connector in 
Midtown Atlanta, Georgia, serves as a beacon of progress in a historically neglected area of the 
city (Figure 1). As a result of the construction of the I-75/85 connector in the 1950s, Georgia 
Tech lost its connection with the eastern part of Atlanta. Prior to the redevelopment of the Fifth 
Street parcels, the Connector acted as a physical and psychological boundary between the city 
and Georgia Tech. Fortunately, since Technology Square’s completion, Georgia Tech is again 
integrated into the city and does not exist solely on the west side of I-75/85. 
 Completed in August 2003, Technology Square is a $200 million mixed-use 
redevelopment of 18 parcels bordering Fifth Street in Atlanta, Georgia. Initially conceived as a 
central facility for Georgia Tech’s continuing education programs, Technology Square evolved 
into a mixed-use educational and research development. Total building area is over 1.2 million 
square feet and was developed to accommodate education, research, economic development, 
retail, hotel, and conference uses. Adequate parking for students, visitors, and faculty further 
integrates the Georgia Tech community to Midtown Atlanta. Georgia Tech also provides a 
rubber-tired, alternative fuel trolley that circulates between the main campus, Technology 
Square, and two nearby Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) heavy rail 
stations. Though operated and funded by Georgia Tech, anyone can use the Tech Trolley free of 
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charge. Bordering the development are new loft condominiums and high-tech, Class A office 
buildings that were designed to meet standards similar to the Technology Square project and to 
create a critical mass of people during all times of day. The idea of a critical mass becomes of 
great importance for the Technology Square project and will be discussed in greater detail in 
latter sections. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1 - Technology Square Buildings and Tenants 
Map 
Key Building Tenant(s) 
170 Global Learning and Conference Center Global Learning (Continuing Education) 
Conference Center 
Multiple Retail Tenants 
171 Georgia Tech Hotel and Conference Center Georgia Tech Hotel  
Executive Conference Center 
172 College of Management and GT Bookstore College of Management 
Barnes & Noble at Georgia Tech 
Starbucks 
173 Economic Development Building CEISMC 
GT Foundation 
Economic Development Institute 
174 Technology Square Parking Deck 1,553 spaces 
Figure 2 - Georgia Tech Subarea Map: Technology Square 
is located to the east of I-75/85 in buildings 170-174
Source: Georgia Institute of Technology Online Campus Map
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Project Inception 
 During a June 1998 Georgia Tech Foundation (Foundation) retreat to Sea Island on the 
Georgia Coast, Georgia Tech president Dr. G. Wayne Clough presented a State of the Institute 
address concerning facilities. As part of the presentation Dr. Clough discussed future facility 
needs, stating that over $200 million worth of new facilities would need to be constructed and an 
additional $100 million would be needed for renovation of existing buildings in the next few 
years if the Institute was to continue its increased national and international prominence. 
However, given the realities of the state budget, Dr. Clough anticipated that it would take at least 
twenty years to receive enough capital to produce the needed facilities. Obviously, twenty years 
would be too long to wait. 
Later in the evening following Dr. Clough’s presentation, several of the Foundation’s 
board members were sitting around discussing the day’s activities and Dr. Clough’s statements 
regarding the needed facilities. One member proposed to the group that $50 million of the 
Foundation’s assets be used to build a new continuing education facility on the Foundation’s 
land holdings along Fifth Street that were purchased to serve as a campus buffer and area for 
expansion. Another member immediately rejected this proposal and suggested that the 
Foundation issue bonds against the Foundation’s assets so that the existing assets would be 
protected and maintained. The second proposal would be the financing model utilized throughout 
the Technology Square development. 
 During the 1990s Georgia Tech’s continuing education programs had grown particularly 
strong in the Atlanta community but were not centralized on campus. During this time the 
programs were distributed between eight hotels within the city due to a lack of space on campus 
and thus could not achieve economies of scale in operation. Dr. Clough felt that as one of the 
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Institute’s strengths, continuing education should become a priority. As a result it became one of 
the cornerstones of Technology Square.  
 Although Dr. Clough was a strong supporter of continuing education, he felt that it was 
not enough to warrant redevelopment of Fifth Street. A civil engineer by training and a visionary 
for the Institute, Dr. Clough encouraged the Foundation to seek additional users for the sites to 
develop a critical mass. The first building block of Technology Square was the newly renamed 
continuing education department to be located in the aptly named Global Learning Center and 
Conference Center. In addition to the Global Learning Center, Dr. Clough wanted a hotel to be 
built to both accommodate visitors to campus and participants in the continuing education 
programs and conferences. Street level retail also became an important component of the design 
to improve the streetscape. A partnership was also created with Barnes & Noble to own and 
operate the Georgia Tech bookstore that was moved from the center of campus to Technology 
Square—a controversial move at the time. Although new uses were being identified, Dr. Clough 
was still not satisfied that Technology Square would be a success.  
 To achieve the critical mass long desired by Dr. Clough, the Foundation suggested 
moving the College of Management, from Georgia Tech’s west campus, to a new state-of-the-art 
facility in Technology Square. Would a radical idea such as moving an entire college be accepted 
by the Institute? Although Dr. Clough was not anticipating such a drastic move, he realized the 
importance of having 3,000 students in Technology Square daily and thus approved the 
relocation. The development could now move forward. 
Development Process 
 From idea inception to certificate of occupancy, Technology Square took six years to 
complete. During a September 7, 2001 meeting, the Foundation voted and approved Technology 
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Square and the issuance of bonds to pay for development. Master planning, feasibility, and pro 
forma analysis were outsourced to Chicago-based Jones Lang LaSalle. Design guidelines were 
jointly developed between the Foundation and the Midtown Alliance, a nonprofit organization 
working to improve Midtown Atlanta, to improve the streetscape and the Fifth Street corridor. 
The Foundation did not intend to develop the north side of Fifth Street and it sold the parcels to 
Kim King Associates, a development firm owned by the late Georgia Tech quarterback Kim 
King, for the development of Class A office space. During negotiations for the land sale, the 
Foundation insisted that green space and street-level retail be included in the development; they 
used their leverage as the property owner to have it memorialized in the sales contract.  
 The Foundation struggled with the actual design of Technology Square. Some board 
members pushed to have world-renowned architects compete for the design contract in order to 
draw attention to the project. Another group of members, meanwhile, pushed for the design to be 
done by Georgia Tech architect alumni, arguing that Georgia Tech architects are the best in the 
world. The latter group prevailed and the design contract was awarded to the Atlanta-based, 
international firm of Thompson, Ventulett, Stainback & Associates (TVSA).  
 Further issues evolved during the construction bidding process. At the time of the 
contract letting, construction was booming in Atlanta and many of the large construction firms 
were spread thin. The Foundation felt that the local firms would not be able to handle the project. 
Desiring a quality, fast-track project the Foundation began to consider seeking a firm from 
outside the city; however, two Atlanta-based competitors joined forces in a partnership. Holder 
Construction and Hardin Construction, both with strong Georgia Tech ties, formed a joint 
venture to bid on the Technology Square project. Putting aside their typical competitive ways, 
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the firms came together for the benefit of the Institute and city and built Technology Square on 
time and under budget.  
 Desiring a fast-tracked development schedule, the Foundation approached community 
groups and the city from the outset. The Foundation presented the Technology Square plans to 
community groups throughout Midtown in order to garner support for the project. The key to 
Technology Square’s fast-track schedule was achieving approvals and permits from the city in a 
timely manner; thus, the Foundation presented Technology Square as a boon for Midtown and a 
blighted area of the city consisting of dilapidated warehouses and shuttered commercial 
structures, which of course, it is. The Foundation also emphasized that it was making all of the 
improvements at no cost to the community. As a tradeoff the Foundation wanted the community 
to let the project receive approvals without any contention. This strategy paid off throughout 
development, and at completion the Foundation gave credit to everyone except itself because it 
realized that without the community’s support, Technology Square would not have been a 
success. 
Financing 
 As previously mentioned, Technology Square was conceived as a way for Georgia Tech 
to meet present and future space needs in a short time frame that would not be possible relying 
solely on funding by the State and Board of Regents. As a public entity Georgia Tech is 
prohibited by Georgia law to incur debt. Therefore, it had to rely on the Foundation, a 501(c)(3) 
corporation with the mission to work for the betterment of Georgia Tech, to issue bonds through 
the Development Authority of Fulton County (DAFC). Furthermore, law prohibits state entities 
from entering into leases longer than one year, which becomes an issue when securing financing 
for facilities. Given these two constraints, the Foundation became the developer in place of 
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Georgia Tech using the Foundation’s assets to back the bonds. Prior to issuing the bonds, the 
Foundation had to be rated for credit worthiness and received ratings of AA1 from Moody’s and 
AA+ from Standard & Poor’s based on assets at the time of $850 million (Georgia Tech 
Foundation). 
 The Foundation holds individual one year leases with Georgia Tech and the other retail 
tenants. Additionally, each building was individually financed with revenues paying down the 
debt service over a 30 year period. All of the buildings except the College of Management are 
financed with $75 million of taxable bonds due to their income-producing status. The College of 
Management and other educational spaces were funded through the sale of $112 million of tax-
exempt bonds. In order to pay down the debt on the College of Management the Foundation 
undertook a fundraising campaign. The Foundation recently met its goal of raising $45 million to 
pay down the debt over 30 years. Upon debt retirement, all buildings will be sold to the state for 
$1. 
Outcome 
 Technology Square is considered a great financial, redevelopment, and academic success 
by the Institute, the Foundation, the city, and the Midtown community. Construction was 
completed on time and under budget. The College of Management was awarded LEED Silver 
status for integrating green building design. Technology Square has also received numerous 
awards for design both locally and nationally (Table 2). Based on interview responses, it seems 
there are not many things that would be done differently in future projects. The primary response 
was that the Foundation should have passed a resolution declaring all buildings as ‘academic’ 
from the outset. If this had been done, all bonds could have been classified as tax-exempt saving 
approximately 700 to 800 basis points on the financing over the life of the debt. While that is a 
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lot of money tied up in financing costs, in the grand scheme it is a minor aspect of a $200 million 
fast-track project that thus far has been a resounding success. 
Table 2 - Technology Square Awards (TVSA) 
• 2004 Award for Excellence – Urban Land Institute 
• 2004 Gold Design Award – Institutional – ASID Georgia 
• 2003 Merit Award in District Planning – SCUP and the AIA 
• 2003 Award for Excellence – Atlanta Urban Design Commission 
• 2003 Development of Excellence Award – Atlanta Regional Commission and 
Regional Business Coalition 
• 2003 Golden Shoe – Pedestrians Educating Drivers on Safety (PEDS) 
Conclusion 
 
 The motivation for colleges and universities to undertake development projects greatly 
depends on the schools’ circumstances. University Park was started primarily as an incubator for 
MIT-based companies without a direct educational impact on the Institute. Secondary benefits 
include enhancing the MIT endowment through cash flows as well as improving the 
neighborhood bordering the main campus. Conversely, Technology Square was created primarily 
as a result of academic need. Secondary to that mission, as with University Park, was improving 
the neighborhood adjacent to campus and reconnecting Georgia Tech to Midtown. 
 Turning now to deal structure, both case studies present different ways of achieving 
similar goals. Georgia Tech, as a public university, can not incur debt or enter into leases for 
longer than one year. In its place, the Georgia Tech Foundation took on the development of 
Technology Square and issued bonds to fund construction in place of the state which lacked 
funding in the short term. For the University Park development MIT, a private institution, could 
have developed the site on its own. However, as development is not its primary mission, MIT 
contracted with Forest City Enterprises through a development agreement and individual ground 
leases. By entering into the long term leases, MIT was able to pass development risk to Forest 
City and maintain cash flows to the endowment. 
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 The primary lesson learned from this project is the same as all real estate deals: every 
project is unique. Generalization of the two case studies is only acceptable at the broadest levels. 
Public schools may encounter similar barriers to development that Georgia Tech faced based on 
state laws and limited budgets. Thus it is imperative for such organizations to think creatively 
about funding and development options. Working through a university foundation or another 
third party organization is the likely path of a public school. Private schools, unlike public 
schools, are not limited in their ability to take on difficult and expensive projects. However, the 
school must determine if it is willing and able to accept the risks associated with real estate 
development. As MIT did in the 1980s, it may be wise to select an outside firm to accept the risk 
and rewards of development, while allowing the school to act as land owner. 
 Both case studies revealed that great care was taken in designing the projects. Colleges 
and universities are stable entities that are going to be in their communities for years to come and 
must consider the future when developing and owning large projects. The University Park and 
Technology Square interviews revealed that a critical mass was necessary for their success. 
Without complementary land uses, a project will not be a success and will impact a school’s 
ability to initiate projects in the future. 
 Going forward from this paper, future research may be conducted in a comparison of 
state laws regarding public institutions and their ability to incur debt and enter into lease 
agreements and other aspects of real estate development. It is foreseeable that as state budgets 
continue to face increased pressure, college and university facilities will be more difficult to fund 
adequately. As a result new and creative methods will need to be developed to enable schools to 
continue their primary mission—education. 
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Appendix A: Major Participants 
University Park at MIT 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Founded in 1861, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology,” is a world-class educational 
institution. Teaching and research—with relevance to the practical world as a guiding 
principle—continue to be its primary purpose. MIT is independent, coeducational, and privately 
endowed. Its five schools and one college encompass 34 academic departments, divisions, and 
degree-granting programs, as well as numerous interdisciplinary centers, laboratories, and 
programs whose work cuts across traditional departmental boundaries” (MIT 2005). 
Forest City 
“Forest City Boston is part of Forest City Enterprises, a Cleveland-based real estate development 
and management company that thrives on creating long-term value. Forest City is one of the 
largest publicly-traded real estate firms in the United States, with a market capitalization of more 
than $7 billion” (Forest City 2005). 
City of Cambridge 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, a suburb of Boston, is located on the northern bank of the Charles 
River. Home to Harvard University and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge 
has a highly educated and diverse population of just over 100,000 as of the 2000 census. (City of 
Cambridge 2005). 
 
26 
Technology Square 
Georgia Institute of Technology 
Founded in 1885, the Georgia Institute of Technology is one of four research universities in the 
University System of Georgia. Consistently rated as one of the top ten public schools in the 
nation Georgia Tech has historically had a curriculum focused on engineering and the sciences, 
but has also built strong programs in business and the humanities. Georgia Tech is located in 
Midtown Atlanta on a 400 acre campus and currently has approximately 16,000 undergraduate 
and graduate students (Georgia Tech 2005). 
Georgia Tech Foundation 
The Georgia Tech Foundation, an 501(c)(3) independent foundation, has worked since 1932 to 
“foster and manage gifts given in support of academic excellence in the spirit and traditions of 
the Georgia Institute of Technology.” Three primary goals drive the Foundation in its mission to 
improve the institute: “promote the cause of higher education in the State of Georgia, receive and 
manage financial donations received by the Foundation for support and enhancement of the 
Georgia Institute of Technology, and assist the Georgia Institute of Technology in its role as a 
leading educational and research institution.” The Foundation currently has assets totaling $1 
billion, including Technology Square (Georgia Tech Foundation 2005). 
Development Authority of Fulton County 
Created in 1973 by a Fulton County Board of Commissioners resolution and Georgia law, the 
Development Authority is charged with the mission of improving employment opportunities and 
increasing the tax base in Fulton County (DAFC 2005). The Authority participated in 
Technology Square through the issuance of taxable and tax-exempt bonds. 
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Appendix B: Images 
 
University Park at MIT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Looking southeast over University Park and the MIT Campus along the 
Charles River (Photo: Forest City Enterprises) 
28 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
40 Landsdowne Street – Biotech Facility 
(Photo: Forest City Enterprises)
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91 Sidney Street – Apartments 
(Photo: Forest City Enterprises)
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Technology Square 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Looking east down Fifth Street before Technology Square (Photo: Georgia Institute of 
Technology) 
Looking southeast before Technology Square (Photo: Georgia Institute of Technology) 
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Site work at Technology Square (Photo: Georgia Institute of Technology) 
Georgia Tech College of Management construction (Photo: Georgia Institute of 
Technology) 
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Looking northeast over Technology Square (Photo: Georgia Institute of Technology) 
Georgia Tech College of Management (Photo: Georgia Institute of Technology) 
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Looking east on Fifth Street (Photo: Georgia Institute of Technology)
Georgia Tech Hotel and Conference Center (Photo: Georgia 
Institute of Technology)  
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Barnes & Noble @ Georgia Tech (Photo: Georgia 
Tech Foundation) 
Barnes & Noble @ Georgia Tech (Photo: Georgia Institute of Technology) 
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Appendix C: Interview Guides 
University Park at MIT Questionnaire 
Please answer the following questions to the best of your ability. Thank you for your time. 
 
Historical Background 
 
Q1. The University Park redevelopment has a 20+ year history, how did it start? Who was the 
catalyst?  
 
 
 
 
 
- Why did MIT want to redevelopment the Simplex Site?  
 
 
 
 
 
- How did Forest City become involved? 
 
 
 
 
 
Q2. What is/was your or your office’s role in the University Park redevelopment? 
 
 
 
 
 
Q3. How was the partnership formed between MIT and Forest City?  
 
 
 
 
- What is the deal structure?  
 
 
- Are there any unusual or unique features of the deal structure? 
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Q4. Some of the newspaper articles I have read have stated that the surrounding community was 
not pleased with MIT’s desire to redevelop the Simplex site. How did the community impact the 
project? 
 
 
 
 
 
Q5. What was the role of the City of Cambridge? 
 
 
 
 
 
Development Process and Outcome 
 
Q1. How was the master plan developed and who had input into the design? 
 
 
 
 
 
Q2. How was the development schedule created?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q3. What has been the community’s reaction as the project has been developed and how was that 
changed over time? 
 
 
 
 
Q4. Over time the project has evolved. Who was responsible for making market driven changes 
to the master plan?  
 
 
 
 
- Were the changes impacted by the deal structure? If so, how? 
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Q5. Financially, has the project been a success? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q6. Lessons learned: What would you do differently? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q7. What is Forest City’s interpretation of the project outcome? Pleased or displeased? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q8. What is MIT’s interpretation of the project outcome? Pleased or displeased? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q9. What is the City of Cambridge’s interpretation of the project outcome? Pleased or 
displeased? 
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Administrative 
 
Q1. What is your name? 
 
 
 
Q2. What is your position and title? 
 
 
 
Q3. Would you be willing to participate in a phone interview if I have follow up questions to 
your responses? 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for your time. Please e-mail the questionnaire to Brian Oxford at the following 
address oxford@email.unc.edu or fax your responses to (910) 401-1430. 
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Technology Square Questionnaire 
Please answer the following questions to the best of your ability. Thank you for your time. 
 
Historical Background 
 
Q1. The Technology Square project proceeded fairly rapidly from idea inception. How did it 
start? Who or what was the catalyst?  
 
 
 
 
 
- How and why was the 5th Street site selected?  
 
 
 
 
 
- How was space programming undertaken? When was the State brought in as a partner 
with the Yamacraw Project? 
 
 
 
 
 
Q2. What is/was your or the Foundation’s role in Technology Square? 
  
 
 
 
 
Q3. Did the Foundation act as a developer, investor, or a combination of both?  
 
 
 
 
 
- How was the deal structured?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
- Are there any unusual or unique features of the deal structure? 
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Q4. My interpretation of the Foundation’s role is to act as the investment arm for the Institute, is 
that correct? If so, how does the Foundation act on behalf of the Institute in real estate decisions?  
 
 
 
 
- How does the Institute’s status as a public university impact its ability to undertake 
projects such as Technology Square? 
 
 
 
 
 
Q5. What were the roles of the City of Atlanta, Midtown Alliance, and other community groups? 
 
 
 
 
 
Development Process and Outcome 
 
Q1. How was the master plan developed and who had input into the design? 
 
 
 
 
 
Q2. How was the development schedule created?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q3. What has been the community’s reaction as the project has been developed and how was that 
changed over time? 
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Q4. Was the Centergy project simultaneously undertaken or was it planned for the 5th Street 
corridor prior to the announcement of Technology Square?  
 
 
 
 
- How do the two projects interact and benefit each other? 
 
 
 
 
Q5. Financially, has the project been a success? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q6. Lessons learned: What would you do differently? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q7. What is the Foundation’s interpretation of the project outcome? Pleased or displeased? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q8. What is Georgia Tech’s interpretation of the project outcome? Pleased or displeased? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q9. What is the City of Atlanta’s interpretation of the project outcome? Pleased or displeased? 
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Administrative 
 
Q1. What is your name? 
 
 
 
Q2. What is your position and title? 
 
 
 
Q3. Would you be willing to participate in a phone interview if I have follow up questions to 
your responses? 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for your time. Please e-mail the questionnaire to Brian Oxford at the following 
address oxford@email.unc.edu or fax your responses to (910) 401-1430. 
 
 
 
 
 
